Thus both Polanyi and Dewey call for us to recognize the importance of a vast array of inarticulate organic dispositions, which are continuous with those of other animals, and they call on us to appreciate that speech, by adding to the range of performances which humans carry out, creates pressure to make discriminations that would otherwise be left unmade and to internalize structures which can only be formed around the flexible medium of signs. Language thereby brings about much of our conscious life and lies at the roots of what both men insist is the fundamental structure of consciousness. Polanyi refers to focal and subsidiary awareness ; Dewey accepted the phenomenon which James had referred to using the terms "focus" and "fringe" [EN 254] 8 , and insisted that this structure extended to meaning where there is a difference which he referred to as that between "sense" and "signification" [EN 213ff ]. Elements at the focus of our awareness of a situation have significance because it is given a sense by what we are (in Polanyi's terms) subsidiarily aware of in the situation.
To understand this one needs to recognize that there are more aspects to which one responds in a situation than those that reach the level of explicit awareness. For example, events which have previously transpired inform present awareness even when they are not consciously remembered. Dewey's discussion of what is required to follow the plot of a play or novel presents an excellent paradigm of this phenomenon [EN 248ff] . Unless previous events inform present action and contribute to the sense of the context in which that action transpires, one will not be able to appreciate the significance of what is before one's attention. Polanyi speaks of this on a more general level when he notes that subsidiary awareness of wholes is required in order to focus on parts and that the reverse occurs when wholes are focused upon. Polanyi also links the two kinds (or degrees) of awareness to kinds of meaning. "Representative" or "denotative" meaning is where one thing calls forth a response to another; but the meanings possessed by whole contexts (which Polanyi suggests should be called "existential meanings") do not stand in this relation to something else, "they mean something only in themselves" [PK 58] . Now it follows from the psychological framework, which Dewey and Polanyi share, that knowledge is neither completely nor adequately represented as a body of statements held to be true (believed.) A body of statements (what is commonly taken by analytic philosophers to be sufficient to constitute a "theory") is only a salient part of a much larger phenomenon. Even to know what such statements mean one must know how they will be interpreted, how they will guide practice in general, what will be taken to be a concrete instance relevant to strengthening or undermining confidence in their guidance. These additional non-salient features are embodied in the skills and habits which constitute practices of observation, experimentation, interpretation, engineering, etc. The belief that practice is somehow external and not an essential part of knowing is a consequence of an error which Dewey stigmatized as "intellectualism." In his vocabulary the error consists of assuming that all experience is "cognitive," in other words, whatever is really in experience is "known," in the sense of being an object of full conscious awareness. In Polanyi's vocabulary the error consists in recognizing only the explicit components of 11 knowledge and overlooking the tacit components.
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For both men the crucial aspect of the environment in which we acquire the dispositions relevant to knowledge is the social. According to Polanyi, one has to associate with other people to acquire the skills which are necessary to do, e.g., scientific research. Shipping books and instruments of research to some corner of the world will not by itself enable the recipients to start a research enterprise. In addition, they require training which places them in the same relation to an experienced research worker as an apprentice to a master craftsman . The conclusions about science which Polanyi draws from this are in some respects (openly) "authoritarian" and "elitist." One cannot learn to be a scientist without submitting to the authority of those who possess the skills which one needs to learn [ibid.]. The standards, which one acquires, will be understood and upheld only by those who have undergone the training [PK 183].
The social dimension plays an equally important part in Dewey's account of how we acquire the dispositions which constitute our knowledge in general and our science in particular, although Dewey did not, as Polanyi did, stress the need to submit (at crucial stages) to authority; and he held reservations about the autonomy which (pure) scientists demand for their research objectives. Here an issue breaks the surface, which would be high on any agenda set by philosophers who had absorbed the sort of social-psychologistic orientation of Dewey and Polanyi.
10 How should the objectives of those engaged in organized --and in most cases publicly funded --practices of inquiry be determined? And closely following, and in many cases pre-empting, the discussion of this question is one regarding the authority of the criteria by which we judge inquiry to have a successful outcome and the authority of the standards of those practices, viz., educational, which preserve what we think of as our successes.
Polanyi's vocabulary partly obscures these issues. What apprentices learn from master craftsmen is more than what we usually associate with the word "skill." Not just "techniques" are learned but standards of precision or rigor, standards of what to be proud of or ashamed of, conceptions of what to aim for, which predispose competent practitioners to accept some innovations as improvements and some as unworthy of the profession, or "not workmanlike." What an apprentice learns from a master has elements of moral appraisal in it when applied to practitioners; and the admiration or contempt which is expressed for the work of such practitioners is not free of this element. Dewey's "habit," particularly if the resonances of the medieval term habitus are present, is a better term. What are learned are not only the habits that produce results, but the habits that shape the assessment of the results including the habits which govern what it is one aims for.
If Polanyi's vocabulary does not help clarify the matter, he at least is candid in confronting the central issue. The standards which are set in any seriously undertaken human enterprise are "self-set," and there is an apparent paradox in holding any kind of objective validity for those standards. What could possibly provide a grounding for our "subjective self-confidence in claiming to recognize an objective reality" [PK 104]? Dewey's philosophy brings him face to face with this issue, but his response appears to be that of someone trying silently to stare down a hostile animal. Indeterminate 11 situations which call forth inquiry, which are transformed into problems and which are eventually given a satisfactory unity, raise the question, "Satisfactory to whom?" Now this question should not trouble Dewey any more than it does Polanyi because behind it is an assumption about our cognitive aspirations which both men repudiate. The assumption is that it is only from the perspective of an individual mind that something can be satisfactory. In a move that is thoroughly Kantian (but not recognized or at least not acknowledged to be Kantian), Polanyi rejects the idea that humans can or should aspire to the perspective of the universe. "Any attempt rigorously to eliminate our human perspective from our picture of the world must lead to absurdity" [PK 3]. Our knowledge, however refined and rendered more comprehensive, will always be represented (realized or actualized) in a medium shaped by human limitations and human interests.
But does it not follow, from this repudiation of the ideal of seeing things from the perspective of the standpoint of the universe itself, that what counts as a solution and hence as a contribution to knowledge (to the "continuum of inquiry") for one inquirer (or community of inquirers) is wholly dependent on the situation which generated the inquiry? To explain how he was not sliding hopelessly toward relativism or subjectivism, Dewey appealed to his naturalism and insisted that, as human problems are human phenomena and therefore part of nature, the question of what counts as the resolution of a problem or what counts as the unification of an indeterminate situation, is as objective as any other question about nature. This is certainly a branch to hold onto if one is hoping to stop a slide into relativism, but there remains this doubt about the strength of the branch: It may well be objective that X is satisfactory for A in a situation and a quite different thing Y is satisfactory for B in a closely similar situation. How does one build a common science out of such "objective facts"? 12 Dewey, in his eagerness to acknowledge the full particularity of the situations which call forth inquiry and to maintain a pluralism about the specific goals which occasion inquiry, finds his tongue tied at this point. To say what his position might very well allow him to say --viz., that common science is possible because we share common problems and common objectives by virtue of all being human beings --may have sounded to him like a public relations disaster for his particularism and pluralism. Polanyi, on the other hand, is under less pressure from such allegiances and is able to assert forthrightly that humans are capable of seeking solutions to problems which will not only be satisfactory for them as individuals but which will be compelling for everybody else [PK 301].
Moreover, the commitment to advance claims which have universal validity is what for Polanyi distinguishes the "personal" from the "subjective" [p. vii] . Ultimately this commitment to what can be referred to as "a greater objectivity" is what for Polanyi distinguishes scientific from non-scientific inquiry. A scientist is committed to advancing solutions which are not tied to the peculiar circumstances of the inquiry and to the expectation "of an indefinite range of possible future confirmations of the theory" [PK 4]. The middle way, between the absurd pretense that science can deliver the truth from the perspective of the universe and the anarchical delusion that every perspective is as valid as every other, is found in a commitment to rise above the limitations of our perspective, even if we can never transcend those limitations altogether.
To untie Dewey's tongue a little and see to what extent he would agree with this, consider someone who does not see why the resolution he seeks when he inquires should satisfy or be satisfactory to anyone other than himself. Polanyi would say, "Well, that is why you are not a scientist." Dewey would diagnose this person as suffering from an overly narrow conception of "self." That he should not be concerned with satisfying anyone other than himself means that what he takes personal satisfaction in does not include the recognition on the part of other people of his achievement and the satisfaction they might take as users or competent and appreciative critics of the genuineness of his achievement. This is a serious moral failing on his part, a failing which in human interaction generally lies at the root of much that is morally blameworthy in people and in the societies which they form.
We have observed in the sketch of the psychological framework, in which Dewey and Polanyi place knowledge, that the education of a scientist has elements of moral training in it. And we have just observed that to swim between an absolute objectivism and a thorough-going relativism without being dragged by the currents toward either, one has to take one's bearings from an ethical doctrine. Polanyi appeals to what is in effect a categorical imperative, "advance only that which you can reasonably expect all rational creatures 13 to find fruitful and compelling," and rests the distinction between a scientist and a non-scientist on the former possessing a species of good will. Dewey under the right sort of pressure can be drawn out to the point where he might well rest the same distinction on his idiosyncratic and highly revisionary version of ethics based on "self-fulfillment." I think this is the key to the reception which both men have received of late in anglophone philosophy. Polanyi at one point diagnoses the conception of science which stood in the way of his own conception as something "stemming from a craving rooted in the very depths of our culture" [PK 16 ]. The phenomena we have been considering here are indicative of something that deep, although Polanyi's diagnosis is not accompanied by a sufficiently detailed aitiology. The craving, as Polanyi saw it, was for a conception of natural science based on a sharp distinction between subjective and objective, in which passionate, personal, human appraisals were eliminated from objective science or minimized to "negligible by-play" [PK 16]. As Polanyi saw it, it was largely a resistance to acknowledging the role of emotion and aesthetic satisfaction in science. I suggest that the resistance is also to acknowledging the moral element in science.
Behind the resistance to all of these and behind the strong impulse to draw a sharp and deep distinction between subjective and objective, is the way our culture seeks for authority which is impersonal and amoral and insists on confining the moral along with matters of taste and the shaping of people's emotional lives to a personal realm entirely insulated from public criticism. Those who wield authority present themselves as managers who employ objective principles of scientific technology to achieve ends set for them by a public opinion which is nothing more than the sum of private inclinations. No objective principles can be applied to criticize or correct the realm where private impulses, emotions, tastes and moral sensibilities ferment to generate the public opinion which is supposed to dictate ends to those whose authority is supposed to rest on their ability to find the means to those ends.
This way of conceiving the relation between the objective and the subjective is threatened by any suggestion that private/subjective elements of passion, taste or morals contribute to the public/objective sources of technocratic authority. And it is equally threatened by the idea that if those private elements can enter and be subjected to objective standards of criticism in the science that lies behind our technocracy, such standards could well be established and applied to the private/subjective realm. Dewey's message that our culture takes its bearings on its authority structure by means of a line which has not been drawn in an intellectually defensible place was, thus, not a message which people had the ears to hear. When in the fifties and sixties an independently minded scientist in Britain tried to draw attention to the same incoherency, the same cultural mindset responded to his message with a profound deafness. The irony is that both men accurately discerned the social-psychological mechanisms by which their messages could be soaked up in this way, leaving barely a trace. The habits which constitute our practices, above all our social practices, make us in this way sensitive to some things, deaf and blind to others. The double irony is that part of the message that does not get through is that these mechanisms have to be recognized, if we are to establish an authority 13 structure, both political and cultural, which is intellectually defensible.
ENDNOTES
1 A version of this paper was read at the March 1990 conference of the Society for the Advancement of American Philosophy in Buffalo, New York. My commentator on that occasion, Larry Hickman, observed that although my comparison of Dewey and Polanyi was sound, there are respects (for those who are interested in the American philosophic tradition) in which Polanyi is closer to Peirce and stands to Dewey as Peirce stood to Dewey. I had recognized this as a possible subject for another paper, but my point in this phenomenon. And if human knowledge is part of the natural world, indeterminateness must be acknowledged to be part of the natural world. Dewey's metaphysical doctrine about the place of indeterminateness in reality is more general than is warranted by the conclusion of this argument. For present purposes, however, it is sufficient to observe that a limited repudiation of the claim about a determinate universe follows from Dewey's naturalism when taken with his conception of inquiry. Of course neither Dewey's doctrine nor the weaker version supported by this argument needs to be made from the perspective of the universe itself. They are claims made from the best perspective we can get on our general situation vis a vis our environment at the moment. 12. It might be suggested that there is no problem here because Dewey shares with Peirce the assumption that there is a highly general "experimental method" which is pragmatically warranted and which (if shared by problem-solvers) will yield comparable solutions. It is not clear, however, that Dewey has bought into enough of the Peircean framework. There is the clear suggestion in the Logic (note 7 above) that the methods of science have to evolve under the pressure of inquiry and the explicit suggestion (in e.g., "The Objects of Valuation," in S. Morganbesser, ed., Dewey and His Critics, Journal of Philosophy Inc. 1977, pp. 600 ff) that the objectives of any enterprise will be clarified and refined as inquiries continue. The worry is that if the methods and objectives of science are fixed only at such a general level as to be empty of specific content, then winds of historical change may scatter the fleet of natural science to such an extent that questions may be raised about its unity and identity. The argument here is that something like the Dewey-inspired ethical consideration outlined in the next few paragraphs needs to be drawn into closer proximity to what Dewey says about inquiry if we are to make satisfactory use of his philosophy of knowledge. (The suggestion answered here comes from Peter Manicas, whose very perceptive criticisms of an earlier draft of this paper were gratefully received and on all other occasions, not resisted, but accepted with what I hope were adequate modifications to the paper.) 13. As it is all too easy to misinterpret "authority structure" as entailing a mechanism by which policy and attitudes are fed from the top down through some rigid hierarchy, it should be said that "authority" here is understood as any source to which people look for guidance and its structure in a society may be profoundly diffuse. This would be the case in particular in a society which practiced what Dewey understood by "democracy." Dewey's pluralism, however, did not preclude the acceptance of hierarchies of authority extending over limited areas of life and based strictly on competence in the relevant practices.
